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The Mediating Effects of Tolerance on Residents’ Support Toward Tourism Events  
Introduction 
Many local governments in tourist destinations collect a hospitality tax (H-tax) on food 
and beverage, or the hotel room occupancy (Fujii, Khaled, & Mak, 1985). An example of such a 
tax is in Columbia, South Carolina which collects a 2% hospitality tax (H-tax) on all prepared 
foods and beverages sold within its city limits. The proceeds from this tax are intended to 
promote tourism and hospitality development and improve residents’ quality of life by funding 
tourism related events/activities. Although the H-tax has been collected and allocated for many 
years, little data has been collected on the impact of the H-tax with respect to local residents of 
the community. Much research has been conducted that acknowledges and emphasizes the 
importance of resident support in the tourism development process (Cardenas, Byrd, & Duffy, 
2015; Cole, 2006; Harrill, 2004; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2011). In addition, most of the tax 
collected comes directly from the residents when they purchase prepared food and beverages 
(Fujii, Khaled, & Mak, 1985). This direct economic involvement by the local residents could 
impact resident support toward events funded by the H-tax differently than other types of tourism 
development. Different than traditional resident support research in tourism context, this study 
will explore resident support toward local events supported by H-tax funds and the relationships 
between residents’ tourism opinions, tolerance, and level of support. 
Social exchange theory is one of the commonly used theoretical frameworks  to 
systematically explain the formation of residents' attitudes (Ap, 1992). The premise of the theory 
is that people form their attitude of support or opposition based on trading off the perceived 
personal benefits and costs from tourism development. There are significant results that indicate 
factors such as financial benefit increase level of support (Williams & Lawson, 2001). However, 
it is difficult to predict environmental impacts and assess causal relationships (Haukeland, 
Veisten, Grue, & Vistad, 2012). In addition, research in several rural communities showed that 
the perceived negative impact insignificantly affected support, which contradicted the social 
exchange theory (Andereck & Vogt, 2000). One explanation is that two-thirds of the residents 
are "conditional supporters" or "conditional opponents” (Weaver & Lawton, 2013). They are 
ambivalent about the negative impacts, and therefore the relationship between negative impacts 
and support is not clear. 
However, the different degree of vagueness of residents’ perceptions on tourism impacts 
influences the validity of the research results based on social exchange theory. Specifically, 
many studies reach a conclusion that the economic impact factor plays the most important role 
on residents’ support or satisfaction (Dyer, Gursoy, Sharma, & Carter, 2007). However, the 
actual economic impact may not be consistent with the perceived economic impact because the 
perceived economic impact is closer to human intention so that it is more measurable (Munda, 
1996). As a result, the perceived economic impact is more easily expressed by human beings and 
thus explains the variability of the overall attitudes. On the contrary, the cultural, environmental 
and social impacts are more subjective and vague in the human mind and human beings tend to 
be relatively neutral, which translates into less variability and weak relationships with the overall 
attitudes. 
In order to address the issue of vagueness and to gain a better understanding of the 
decision- making process of residents’ attitudes, this research extended the traditional social 
exchange theory by adding tolerance as a mediator between perceived tourism impacts and the 
level of support. The purpose was to contribute to the academic literature on the mechanism of 
residents' attitudes formation, which also improves the explanatory power of social exchange 
theory. 
Literature Review 
The current residents' support towards tourism academic literature showed overall 
positive support, as well as concerns and awareness about tourism negative impacts (Andereck & 
Vogt, 2000; Bestard & Nadal, 2007; Weaver & Lawton, 2013). Furthermore, segmentation 
analysis was commonly followed to identify residents' homogeneous groups with similar 
attitudes (Bestard & Nadal, 2007; Weaver & Lawton, 2013). However, describing data structure 
is not enough to understand residents’ attitudes. After describing the clusters of residents' 
attitudes, the next question is to explain why they formulate their attitudes differently. 
Current research found many determinants of residents' support such as density of 
tourism, economic dependence on tourism, distance of residents’ home from tourism center, 
gender, education, native-born, length of residence (Bestard & Nadal, 2007; Jurowski & Gursoy, 
2004; Weaver & Lawton, 2013; Williams & Lawson, 2001). However, results indicated that 
demographic factors had limited explanation power (Williams & Lawson, 2001). In addition, the 
relationships between some determinants and residents’ support are sometimes ambiguous. For 
example, results showed contradicting relationships between the density of tourism and residents' 
environmental attitudes toward tourism (Bestard & Nadal, 2007; Pearce, 1980; Smith & 
Krannich, 1998). This may be because high tourism intensity has both positive and negative 
impacts on residents, including providing employment opportunities and increasing noise levels 
(Weaver & Lawton, 2013). Conventional studies often use subjective cost-benefit analysis based 
on social exchange theory to assess the relationship between perceived cost/benefit and overall 
attitude, employing the dimensions of economic impact, social impact, environmental impact, 
and cultural impact (Kim, 2002). 
Perceived benefits, perceived costs and support  
Research demonstrates that tourism impact is perceived by local residents (Kim, Uysal, & 
Sirgy, 2013). Furthermore, the perceived tourism impacts are multidimensional(Ap & Crompton, 
1998). One frequently used classification system mainly consists of three dimensions: economic, 
environmental, and social-cultural. For example, Ap and Crompton (1998) provide a seven-
dimension tourism impact scale, including economic, social/cultural, physical/environmental, 
crowding and congestion, services, taxes, and community attitude. Another popular classification 
system is that perceptions of tourism impacts could be categorized into two groups: positive 
tourism perception items and negative tourism perception items. Under each category, single 
factor was identified that could sufficiently explain the variance (Perdue, Long, & Allen, 1990), 
or subcategories were employed such as positive/ negative economic impacts, social and cultural 
impacts, and environment impacts (Ko & Stewart, 2002). However, benefits and costs could also 
be combined together to create a general perception variable of tourism impact, which is "the 
perception that, in general, the benefits derived from the development of tourism exceed the 
costs that it may cause"(Vargas-Sánchez, Porras-Bueno, & Plaza-Mejía, 2011).  
Built on the foundation of perceived tourism impacts statements, perceived events 
impacts statements were identified. This study employed a mature measurement of residents’ 
perceptions of event impacts with clear structure (Fredline & Faulkner, 2000). Six dimensions 
were extracted from factor analysis, including community benefits, international profile and 
economic benefits, amenities and facilities development benefits, short-term negative impacts, 
negative economic impacts, and negative physical impacts. These six factors could then be 
classified into perceived benefits and costs. In terms of the outcome construct, residents’ support 
for additional tourism development is the most popular one(Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2011). In this 
study, residents’ support for events was used as dependent variable, which fits the event context 
and the decision-making process in human mind.  
Pioneer research shows there is a linear relationship between the perceived impact of 
tourism and the desirability for additional tourism development (Perdue, Long, & Allen, 1987). 
Furthermore, perceived benefits and costs of tourism influence the support for the tourism 
industry (Ko & Stewart, 2002; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2011). Social exchange theory provides a 
typical theoretical basis of resident attitudes toward tourism. During the social exchange process, 
individuals and groups trade resources with each other and make decisions based on their 
exchange. When applied to tourism research, the theory assumes that local residents get 
economic benefits from tourism development while sharing and trading their social and 
environmental resources (Harrill, 2004). The theory suggests that whether residents support 
tourism development or not is based on the trade-offs of realized or expected tourism impacts, 
which usually includes social, cultural, economic, and environmental perceived impacts. In the 
social exchange process model developed by Ap (1992), residents perceive tourism positively 
when the exchange of resources is highly balanced or it appears that residents receive more 
benefit. On the contrary, residents perceive tourism negatively when the exchange of resources is 
lowly balanced or unbalanced. Perdue, Long, and Allen (1990) show typical research results 
based on social exchange theory. Their research indicates that rural residents’ support for 
additional tourism development was positively or negatively associated to the perceived positive 
or negative impacts of tourism. Following the logic of the social exchange theory and previous 
empirical studies, this paper draws the hypotheses below: 
H1: Perceived benefits positively affect level of support directly. The more benefits 
residents perceive, the more likely they are to support events in their community. 
H2: Perceived costs negatively affect level of support directly. The more costs residents 
perceive, the less likely they are to support events in their community. 
Tolerance 
The classic social exchange theory associates resident attitudes towards tourism with the 
perceived positive and negative tourism impacts, including economic, social-cultural, and 
environmental impacts. However, social exchange theory is not always effective. An 
insignificant relationship between perceived costs and support is often reported in previous 
literature (Gursoy & Kendall, 2006; Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2011).  One reason may be that some 
perceived costs or benefits from residents could be uncertain and ambivalent. As a result, the 
decision making process is more complex than just weighing and balancing the perceived 
economic, social, cultural, and environmental cost and benefit. Liu and Var (1986) indicate that 
residents strongly agree that tourism development comes with many economic and cultural 
benefits, but are ambiguous about the environmental impacts. In addition, residents are not 
willing to attribute social and environmental costs to tourism, and they are reluctant to lower 
their living standard improved by tourism’s economic benefits in exchange for environmental 
protection. According to a path model of Jurowski, Uysal, and Williams (1997) based on social 
exchange theory, in terms of exchange, the potential economic gain strongly affected the social 
impacts variables, but had little effect on environmental impact. Perceived benefits and costs 
could be either tangible or intangible. While tangible perceptions have been well built and 
measured in social exchange theory, intangible perceptions still need more exploration, 
especially social and environmental perceived costs (Carlsen, Getz, & Soutar, 2000). Tolerance 
is one of the attempts to bridge the intangible and vague perceptions of tourism impacts and 
support. 
There is some existing research on measuring residents’ tolerance. One study in Waiheke 
Island, Auckland measured the residents' tolerance using various attitudinal items including 
perceived benefits, perceived costs, and level of support (Ryan & Aicken, 2010). Researchers 
separated residents' tolerance from the residents' support. Although tolerance of tourism has the 
potential of being supportive of tourism, it does not mean encouraging or appreciating tourism 
development. So in a causal sequence, tolerance is the precondition of support. Another study in 
a Norwegian national park setting, considered tolerance as the degree of accepting negative 
impacts (Haukeland et al., 2012). Researchers measured the visitors' tolerance using the degree 
of accepting negative ecological impacts on wildlife and vegetation due to tourism development. 
Another study in the Balearic Islands measured residents' tolerance using awareness of negative 
impacts and the acceptance of these impacts (Bestard & Nadal, 2007). Weaver and Lawton (2013) 
considered tolerance as an all-embracing value including the acceptance of negative impacts, the 
appreciation of positive impacts, and their corresponding importance. Their tolerance scale was 
adopted in this study.  
Researchers have also tried to identify predictive factors to explain residents' tolerance of 
tourism (Haukeland et al., 2012; Ryan & Aicken, 2010). Results showed that although there was 
perceptual congruency between destination image perceived by tourists and residents, the shared 
value system did not predict residents' tolerance of tourism (Ryan & Aicken, 2010). Conversely, 
another study demonstrated that psychographic attributes of national park visitors could explain 
their tolerance of negative environmental tourism impact (Haukeland et al., 2012). They 
concluded that social and environmental attitudes can predict national park visitors' tolerance.  
The rationality of adding the new constructs tolerance into the existing social exchange 
theoretical model is based on the clarification on concepts about opinion, value, and overall 
attitude (Williams & Lawson, 2001). Perceived benefits and costs are opinions, which only 
include beliefs, such as “tourism increase noise levels". Furthermore, tolerance is a value, an all-
embracing construct including both belief and evaluation. Based on opinions, tolerance assigns 
the desirability and relative importance to the opinions, and forms an overall value, such as 
“tourism increases noise levels, and it’s undesirable and a serious problem”. Moreover, support 
is an overall attitude, which is the aggregate of beliefs and evaluations, such as level of support. 
In a causal sequence, perceived benefits and costs are the determinants of tolerance. Highly 
perceived benefits increase tolerance and highly perceived costs decrease tolerance. Likewise, 
tolerance is the determinant of support, high tolerance increases the overall support level.  
The logic of opinion, value and overall attitude is supported by some pioneer research. 
Vargas-Sánchez et al. (2011) created a combined variable “the perception that the positive 
impacts outweigh the negative ones” and found that this combined vairable had strong influence 
on residents’ attitude. Their research was a good attempt of transforming opinions into value to 
explain the overall attitude, but the simple comparison of benefits and costs is not sufficient to 
explain the process. In order to gain a better understanding of the mechanism of residents’ 
attitude formation, this research extended the social exchange theory by adding tolerance as a 
mediator. The proposed research hypotheses were listed below: 
H3: Tolerance mediates the relationship between perceived benefits and level of support.  
H4: Tolerance mediates the relationship between perceived costs and level of support. 
Methodology 
Data was collected in Columbia, South Carolina during the Spring and Summer of 2015 
at 6 different tourism events held which were funded by the H-Tax: two small events: 25-75 
attendees, two medium sized events 75-250 attendees, and two large events >251 attendees. The 
rationality of choosing various sized events was the large variation of the attendee numbers 
across the tourism events/festivals in Columbia, SC reported by the the City of Columbia City 
Council. A stratified sample was conducted and 296 residents agreed to complete the survey. 
Data was cleaned, 3 outliers were identified and removed from the data set because they had no 
variance across all the variables, providing a sample of 293 usable questionnaire. 
This study employed a quantitative approach to answer the research questions stated 
above. The questionnaire consisted of questions that measured four constructs, including 
perceived benefits, perceived costs, tolerance, support, and collected demographic information 
from respondents. 
Perceived benefits were measured by 18 items adopted from Ap and Crompton (1998) 
and Fredline and Faulkner (2000). Perceived costs were measured by 14 items that were 
identified from Fujii, Khaled, and Mak (1985), Fredline and Faulkner (2000), and Carlsen, Getz, 
and Soutar (2000). Tolerance was measured using 10 items that were adopted from Weaver and 
Lawton (2013). Each item was measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly 
disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). One single-item measures was used for assessing overall 
residents’ attitudes with 7- point Likert-type scales: level of support ranging from’ strongly 
oppose’ (1) to ‘strongly support’ (7). 
Results 
The descriptive statistics in this study converged with previous studies. Residents 
perceived the benefits from the event/ festivals relatively high on average. On the contrary, 
residents perceived the costs from the event/ festivals relatively low on average (Faulkner & 
Tideswell, 1997; Perdue et al., 1990). Furthermore, residents were very supportive for hosting 
the event/festivals (Fredline & Faulkner, 2002). In terms of the tolerance perceived by residents 
about the event/festivals, residents showed relatively high tolerance. 
The distribution of the respondents across the demographic variable was showed in Table 
1. The respondents were mainly female (67.7%), married (43%), Caucasian (63.4%), and 
employed full-time (64.7%). The mean age was 43 years old. The majority of respondents 
reported holding at least some college or associate degree. The reported 2014 annual household 
income was distributed evenly across different levels.  
Table	  1:	  	  Resident	  participants’	  demographics	  
	  	   Frequency:	   Percent:	  
Gender:	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  Male	   94	   32.30%	  	  	  	  	  	  Female	   197	   67.70%	  Total	   291	   100.00%	  
Age:	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  Less	  than	  20	   7	   2.60%	  	  	  	  	  21~40	   128	   47.10%	  	  	  	  	  41~60	   90	   33.10%	  	  	  	  	  61	  or	  above	   47	   17.30%	  	  	  Total	   272	   100.00%	  
2014	  annual	  household	  income:	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Less	  than	  $20,000	   43	   15.90%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  $20,000-­‐$40,000	   58	   21.50%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  $40,001-­‐$60,000	   36	   13.30%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  $60,001-­‐80,000	   35	   13.00%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  $80,001-­‐$100,000	   38	   14.10%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  $100,001-­‐$150,000	   29	   10.70%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  $150,001	  -­‐	  $200,000	   9	   3.30%	  	  	  	  	  	  $200,001	  -­‐	  $	  300,000	   15	   5.60%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  $300,001	  or	  above	   7	   2.60%	  	  	  Total	   270	   100.00%	  
Ethnicity:	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  Caucasian	   184	   63.40%	  	  	  	  	  	  African-­‐American	   73	   25.20%	  	  	  	  	  	  Hispanic	   8	   2.80%	  	  	  	  	  	  Asian	   11	   3.80%	  	  	  	  	  	  Multi-­‐racial	   7	   2.40%	  	  	  	  	  Other	   7	   2.40%	  Total	   290	   100.00%	  
Education:	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  At	  least	  a	  High	  School	  degree	   23	   8.00%	  	  	  	  	  	  Some	  college	  or	  Associate	  Degree	   76	   26.30%	  	  	  	  	  	  Bachelor’s	  degree	   98	   33.90%	  	  	  	  	  	  Master’s/Doctorate	   92	   31.80%	  Total	   289	   100.00%	  
Marital	  Status:	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  Single	  (never	  married)	   111	   38.10%	  	  	  	  	  	  Married	   125	   43.00%	  	  	  	  	  	  Widowed/Divorced/Separated	   55	   18.90%	  Total:	   291	   100.00%	  
Occupation:	   	   	  
	  	  	  	  	  Employed	  full-­‐time	   189	   64.70%	  	  	  	  	  	  Employed	  part-­‐time	   27	   9.20%	  	  	  	  	  Homemaker/housewife	   9	   3.10%	  	  	  	  	  	  Temporarily	  unemployed/looking	  for	  work	   6	   2.10%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Retired	   33	   11.30%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Student	   21	   7.20%	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Other	   7	   2.40%	  Total	   292	   100.00%	  
	   	   	  
 
To test the hypothesized relationships, we used SmartPLS 3.0 to analyze the research 
data. The analysis followed a three-step approach. The first two steps involved separate 
assessments of the measurement model and the structural model (Hair et al., 2013). 
All loadings were above .70, which well exceeded the commonly suggested threshold 
value of 0.5 (Hulland, 1999). In addition, the bootstrap critical rations indicate that all indicators 
are statistically significant p<.01. Furthermore, all AVEs were equal to or greater than .50 
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981) indicating convergent validity. In addition, the square root of the AVE 
was greater than the inter-correlations between constructs, thus providing evidence of 
discriminant validity (Chin, 1998; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Also, heterotrait-monotrait ratio 
(HTMT) indicates discriminant validity. All factors achieved the satisfactory level of reliability 
(> .70) (Hair et al., 2006; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), with composite reliability rho values 
ranging from .79 to .89, indicating construct reliability. 
The proposed structural model was evaluated through coefficient of determination R², 
predictive relevance Q2, path coefficients between the exogenous and endogenous, and bootstrap 
critical ratios. The overall model explained 34.2 % of the variance in tolerance and 36.1% of 
variance in support, indicating sound predictive power of the model. We used a blindfolding 
procedure to generate the predictive relevance Q2 (Stone–Geisser test) (Geisser, 1974; Stone, 
1974) of the proposed path model, with a value of .251 for tolerance and .324 for support, which 
are well above zero, thus indicating the model’s predictive relevance for the outcome variables 
of tolerance and support. To test whether path coefficients differ significantly from zero, t values 
were calculated using bootstrapping with 5,000 subsamples. The analysis suggests that all five 
relationships were significant as the bootstrap critical ratios were greater than ± 1.96. The 
bootstrap results of the bias corrected 95% confidence interval for the indirect effect of benefits 
[.091, .294] and costs [-.138, -.045] on support indicate the significant mediating effect of 
tolerance in these two relationships. 
Conclusion and Discussion 
The research examined the relationships between benefits, costs, tolerance, and support 
perceived by residents. The results supported the hypothesized direct positive influence of 
residents’ perceived benefits on their support level toward tourism events. The more positive 
impacts residents perceive, the more likely they are to support for hosting events in their 
community. This is corresponding to the previous literature that benefits tend to have a strong 
positive influence on support directly (Ko & Stewart, 2002; Perdue et al., 1990; Williams & 
Lawson, 2001).  
In addition, this study rejected the hypothesized direct influence of residents’ perceived 
costs on their support level toward tourism events. There was no significant direct relationship 
between perceived costs and level of support. This may due to the shelter of residents’ tolerance. 
Perceived costs tend to have very vague relationships with support from the previous literature 
(Andereck & Vogt, 2000). This result was different from some previous studies that supported 
direct negative relationship between perceived costs and level of support (Ko & Stewart, 2002; 
Perdue et al., 1990), while it was consistent with some previous studies (Gursoy & Kendall, 2006; 
Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2011).  
Furthermore, this research supported that tolerance mediated the relationship between 
perceived benefits and level of support, as well as perceived costs and level of support, which 
improves the explanation power of social exchange theory. Costs cannot directly affect support, 
but indirectly influence support. In addition, perceived benefits significantly affect resident’s 
support directly and indirectly, indicating that perceived benefits have very strong influence on 
support. This conclusion contributes to the understanding of mechanism of residents’ attitude 
formation. 
One limitation of this research should be recognized in terms of the measurement of the 
residents’ support towards tourism events. Future research could employ more complex and 
mature scale to measure this latent variable in order to reduce the bias. In addition, other related 
constructs such as community satisfaction could be integrated into this theoretical model to 
create a more comprehensive explanatory framework. 
The applied implication of this study is mainly that tolerance could be used as a useful 
tool to build residents’ support toward tourism events. In addition, the rediscovered importance 
of negative tourism impacts is another important implication. The results support the significant 
indirect influence of perceived costs on residents' support towards tourism events through 
tolerance. As a result, for the public relations program that seeks to increase residents' support 
for tourism development, the traditional focus on only emphasizing positive tourism impacts is 
not enough. Improvement should be make either by minimizing the negative tourism impacts 
perceived by residents, or by increasing the residents’ tolerance towards tourism events. This 
mechanism of how to build residents’ support will contribute to successful tourism policy, 
planning, and marketing for related public and private organizations.  
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